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An Overview of Conservation Policy

Growth Management Act

In 1990, in response to concerns about increases in population, unchecked sub-
urban sprawl, mounting traffic congestion and the impacts this rapid growth
had on forest and agricultural lands and critical areas, such as wetlands and
wildlife habitat areas, the state Legislature passed the Growth Management Act
(GMA). The GMA required the fastest growing counties and their cities to plan
comprehensively and cooperatively for future growth. Since then, all jurisdic-
tions within the Puget Sound region have worked together to plan collaboratively
for our future.

The GMA provides much of the land-use and regulatory framework necessary
to accomplish salmon recovery under Endangered Species Act (ESA). The GMA
requires that all urban counties and their cities develop and adopt comprehensive
plans and regulations to implement these plans. The goals of the GMA empha-
size conservation of resource lands, protection of critical areas, and coordination
among neighboring jurisdictions concurrent with the accommodation of the
projected growth. For further discussion of the GMA, see Chapters 4 and 7 of
this report, as well as the Chapter 5 Appendix 5.1.

VISION 2020

More than a decade ago, a planning process was initiated in 1987 by the Puget
Sound Regional Council, a regional growth and transportation planning agency
for King, Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish counties and their cities. This process
resulted in the adoption of VISION 2020, which provides the policy framework
for our regional growth strategy today. The VISION 2020 process was initiated
prior to the adoption of the state’s Growth Management Act in 1990, but is
consistent with and supported by the goals of the GMA. That growth strategy
envisions that growth will be concentrated into urban areas to protect rural and
resource lands. The urban areas are further designated into urban centers to
capitalize on the use of existing infrastructure, create opportunities to make our
transportation system more efficient, and better leverage investment dollars.

Countywide Planning Policies

To achieve coordinated and consistent planning efforts, the GMA required that
counties and the cities within them develop a set of framework policies to guide
development of the comprehensive plans of each jurisdiction. The Countywide
Planning Policies define the countywide vision and establish the parameters of
the King County Comprehensive Plan as well as the comprehensive plans for
each city in King County. The policies established the Urban Growth Area (UGA)
and set direction for the County and cities about where growth is to be focused
consistent with the GMA and the four-county regional VISION 2020 Plan.

King County Comprehensive Plan

The King County Comprehensive Plan provides policy guidance for man-
aging growth in unincorporated King County. Protecting and restoring air
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quality, water resources, soils, and habitats are among the County’s primary
goals. Several chapters of the Comprehensive Plan in particular establish the
policy bases for our conservation efforts: Plan Vision, Land Uses, Natural Re-
source Lands, and Natural Environment.  Many of our conservation programs
are a result of the policy foundation established in the Comprehensive Plan.
The following map shows King County’s Unincorporated Areas.

Past and Continuing Salmon Conservation
Programs

Over the years, King County has undertaken major efforts to protect salmon
resources. These include watershed basin planning, water quality programs,
studies on the potential use of water reuse, and open space and resource land
purchases. Many local governments in King County have developed plans to
protect rivers and control stormwater in five major watersheds. In just the past
four years, more than $20 million has been invested to acquire critical habitat.
We have implemented new regulations to improve protection of waterways,
and have offered incentives to landowners so they will voluntarily protect criti-
cal habitat on their lands.

In order for a program to be included in this discussion and in the subsequent
section on Early Actions, it must have conservation of salmon or their habitats
as a first-order objective. The following describes King County’s past and con-
tinuing efforts for salmon conservation.

Basin Planning Program History

The Basin Planning Program for King County Surface Water Management (SWM)
Division (now the Water and Land Resources Division) began in 1987. It was
formally concluded in 1995 when the Watershed Management Program was ini-
tiated. Implementation of basin plans developed during 1987-1995, was contin-
ued by staff in the Watershed Management Program as described below. This
section describes the purpose, locations, process, schedule, funding, and transi-
tion of the Basin Planning Program to the Watershed Management strategy.

The purpose of the Basin Planning Program was to evaluate current and future
conditions in drainage basins within the SWM service area – the unincorpo-
rated lands in the urbanizing western third of King County – and to evaluate
and propose management plans for the surface waters in the basins. The plans
were scientifically based, inter-disciplinary blueprints for the comprehensive
management of surface water resources in the basins. The specific goals of the
proposed management plans were:

■ To restore hydrologic functions (mean and maximum flows and du-
rations) to 1985 or pre-urban development conditions;

■ To restore areas of existing water quality degradation and non-point
source pollution (note that the water quality and non-point source
pollution evaluation and management for the first three basin plans,
Soos, Bear and Hylebos Creeks, was limited);

■ To restore channel geomorphometry to protect existing fish habitat
and areas of extreme erosion;
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■ To restore and/or create adequate drainage and conveyance systems to
solve existing problems associated with urban development and to
protect public and private property from drainage and conveyance
problems associated with new urban development; and

■ To develop regulations and programs to prevent future degradation of
the physical, chemical (water quality) and biological structure and
function of the surface waters within the basin planning area.

The Basin Planning Program evolved out of the Basin Reconnaissance Program
which, using a scientifically based, interdisciplinary approach, evaluated the
drainage and natural resources (including specific analysis of salmonid habitat)
problems in the western urbanizing basins in King County during 1985-86.
The findings of the Basin Reconnaissance Panel showed that significant drain-
age and natural resources problems existed in the western third of unincorpo-
rated King County.

The program findings served as the basis of the SWM services program, initi-
ated by King County Council action in 1986. The findings suggested a priority
for basin planning evaluations to first address the most rapidly urbanizing ba-
sins with high resources values, and secondly address more slowly urbanizing
basins with lower resources values.

This priority led to the development of seven basin plans during the eight years
of the program in the following order: Soos Creek (including Covington and
Jenkins Creeks), Bear (and Evans) Creek, Hylebos Creek and Lower Puget Sound
drainages, East Lake Sammamish Basin, Issaquah (and Tibbetts) Creek, Cedar
River, and May Creek. A reduced or reconnaissance level of evaluation of prob-
lems and management needs was also completed during the eight years for the
pre-dominantly unincorporated middle Green River drainage, Boeing Creek,
and Swamp Creek. The Des Moines Creek Basin Plan was initiated by Basin
Planning Program and inter-jurisdictional staff in 1995 but was completed by
the Central Puget Sound Watershed Team. In all, the completed basin plans
covered 96 percent of the SWM service area based on land acreage.

In areas where parts of the basin planning area were incorporated either prior
to, or during, the basin planning process, interlocal agreements were developed
to support policy coordination, technical review and cost sharing. Such interlocal
agreements were developed for the Bear, Hylebos, Issaquah, Cedar and May
Creek Plans.

The process for basin plan development involved three separate elements: evalu-
ation of current and future conditions; evaluation of appropriate management
options to meet the above goals; and community and technical review and
involvement. The basin planning process was interdisciplinary and involved
extensive field analysis of land and water resources, problems and solutions
within the basin by land-use planners, geologists, hydrologists, ecologists, and
engineers. Specific analysis of significant resource areas including salmonid habi-
tat was included in the plan analysis of problems and solutions. A key element
of the basin plans was the development of continuous flow hydrologic models
for both current and future (zoned capacity) land use. The results of the mod-
eling efforts were used to analyze future management options for the basins
regarding drainage and habitat protection and restoration.
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Typically, the plans recommended a three-part strategy for management that
included regulatory, programmatic and capital solutions to solve existing and
prevent future problems. The plans recommended drainage standards; sensitive
areas standards (especially in regard to wetlands, riparian areas, and steep slopes);
clearing and erosion control standards and best management practices (BMPs);
water quality BMPs; zoning changes; technical assistance and stewardship pro-
grams; incentive programs for land management (e.g., current use taxation pro-
grams); capital projects to restore conveyance, drainage and habitat; and land
acquisition in the later plans. Analysis of non-point source pollution problems
and solutions was funded for the East Lake Sammamish, Issaquah and Cedar
River Basin Plans under Centennial Grant Nonpoint Action Plan Program.

Analysis of current and future conditions and development of basin plan rec-
ommendations involved a substantial community and agency involvement pro-
cess. Basin Advisory Teams, consisting of citizens within the basin, and Techni-
cal Advisory Teams, consisting of jurisdictional, state and tribal technical staff,
participated in all aspects of the analysis of problems and evaluation of manage-
ment options for the plans. In plans that included state funding for non-point
source pollution control, Watershed Management Committees were forms to
review and approve plan recommendations prior to submittal to the Washing-
ton Department of Ecology (DOE) following the mandates of WAC 400-12,
for the development of non-point action plans.

All basin plans were adopted by the King County Council and, if appropriate,
relevant city councils, as functional plans under the King County or relevant
city Comprehensive Plan.  Interlocal agreements were also developed to define
implementation and funding responsibilities for basin plans that included in-
corporated areas. Basin stewards were hired to coordinate implementation of
the adopted basin plans and to coordinate continuing involvement of the com-
munity in plan implementation.

The Basin Planning Program ended in 1995 following publication and adop-
tion of the Status Report and Policy Recommendations (June 1994) and the
Regional Needs Assessment Report and Recommendations (July 1995). These
two documents concluded that the development and implementation of com-
prehensive basin plans by King County was no longer appropriate given the
multi-jurisdictional nature of the majority of drainage basins in the county and
the need to develop a multi-governmental approach to managing water quality,
fish habitat and flooding, across whole watersheds and not just within single
basins. The recommendations in these two documents led to the development
of the inter-jurisdictional Watershed Forums and the development of the Re-
gional Needs Assessment projects and programs and funding initiatives described
in Chapters 7 and 8 of this report.

Habitat Restoration and Open Space Acquisitions

Under the Endangered Species Act, the highest priority of action is to conserve
core areas of remaining, viable salmonid habitat and the watersheds critical to
such habitat. Core salmon habitat and watershed lands can be permanently pre-
served through direct acquisition or purchase of conservation easements to pro-
vide the highest level of protection.
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King County’s resource lands acquisition program efforts over the past 30 years
rivals that of any metropolitan region in America. The programs have preserved
some of the critical “core” elements of our regional natural lands systems. Since
the late 1960s, King County and its cities have enacted several major land acqui-
sition programs that permanently preserved open spaces, farmlands and riparian
habitat. While each of these programs has had a different focus, most of these
lands preserved riparian habitat or beneficial watershed lands.

In all, since the late 1960s, King County and its cities have spent nearly $274
million to permanently preserve more than 29,000 acres of natural lands (see
Table 1). Since 1990, more than $60 million in matching funds were obtained
primarily from federal, state and city sources to purchase open space lands under
the 1989 Open Space Bond, 1993 Conservation Futures Bond, and Waterways
2000. The other major public landowners are the State of Washington, with more
than 85,000 acres of state Parks and Forests, and the United States Forest Service
with 337,000acres, and municipal watersheds with more than 94,000 acres.

Table 1
Natural Lands Acquisition in King County-Since 1970

(3/1/99)
Programs Amount Acres Acquired Funds Expended
COUNTYWIDE  Total 29,263 273,999,102

Riparian 9,414 123,002,445
Watershed 19,849 150,996,657

KING COUNTY Total 26,542 162,769,776
Riparian 7,660 71,665,774
Watershed 18,882 91,104,002

CITIES Total 2,721 111,229,326
Riparian 1,753 51,336,671
Watershed 967 59,892,655

ACQUISITONS BY WATERSHED
Cedar/Lk. Washington Total 7,166 138,108,603

Riparian 4,548 60,849,016
Watershed  2,618 77,259,587

Green River Total 7,623 54,156,737
Riparian 2,117 20,768,136
Watershed 5,506 33,388,601

Puget Sound Total 1,793 37,703,838
Riparian 913 27,055,848
Watershed 880 10,647,990

Snoqulamie Total 10,779 36,797,895
Riparian 1,836 14,329,445
Watershed 8,943 22,468,450

White Total 1,902  7,232,029
Riparian
Watershed  1,902 7,232,029

Notes:

1. This list was not reviewed by cities or other agencies; This is preliminary information that can be updated.
2. The City totals included here reflect acquisitions from regional programs.
3. These figures represent information currently available to the King County RLOS Section.
4. This list likely represents much of the significant county and city open space acquisition activity in King County since 1970 to demonstrate the
region’s acquisition activity.  There are, however, other acquisitions that are not reflected here.
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Pre-1989 Programs

The following is a summary of major regional land acquisition programs
within King County prior to 1990:

Forward Thrust (1969-1980): More than 4,000 acres of parks and 53 miles
of waterfront were acquired in this far-ranging regional effort.  Riparian habi-
tat areas were acquired along corridors on the Cedar River, Soos Creek, May
Creek, Coal Creek and the Sammamish River, along with numerous wooded
parks that provide watershed protection functions. Many of these public lands
offer an opportunity for habitat restoration. For example, more than 15 miles
of publicly owned Sammamish River shoreline now is the setting for King
County’s volunteer native habitat restoration effort.

Farmlands Preservation Program (1980-1984): More than 12,000 acres of
development rights were purchased on a voluntary basis to help save farming
and preserve open space in King County. Located primarily in the Snoqualmie,
Sammamish and Green River Valleys, these farmlands exclude further devel-
opment harmful to salmon. King County also offers incentives to farmers to
restore streamside habitat buffers and reduce agricultural runoff.

Programs since 1989

Since 1989, several nationally recognized resource lands acquisition programs
have been implemented successfully by the King County Office of Open Space.
(This office merged with another office in 1996 to become the County’s Re-
source Lands and Open Space Section.)

Since early 1995, King County has focused more on salmon habitat-specific
acquisitions, mainly under the largely completed Waterways 2000 pilot pro-
gram. Waterways 2000 demonstrated that King County can successfully work
with communities and landowners on a voluntary basis to preserve core salmon
habitat areas. The program was limited to only six of 17 identified high-qual-
ity river basins for King County. (See following section for a discussion of
Waterways 2000.)

The following is a summary of major, regional land acquisition programs within
King County prior since 1989:

1989 Open Space Bond (1989-1997): More than 5,000 acres of open space
was acquired in 116 projects under this program. Highlights included cre-
ation of Three Forks Park on the Snoqualmie River near North Bend, hun-
dreds of acres of watershed preservation in the Issaquah Alps and more than
70 miles of regional trails.

1993 Regional Conservation Futures Acquisition Bond (1993-1997): This
$60 million program permanently preserved more than 4,000 acres of open
space through more than 60 projects by King County and its cities. All acqui-
sitions were done on a voluntary basis.

Cedar River Legacy (since 1994): This program works in conjunction with
the Cedar River Council to select habitat acquisition and restoration projects.
It has no dedicated funding source. To date, approximately $7 million has
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been expended to acquire 370 acres, including key habitat on Rock Creek
and the main stem of the Cedar River.

Farms and Forests (1996): This program included $6 million to acquire dem-
onstration rural forest projects at Taylor Mountain and Ring Hill, as well as
additional Farmlands Preservation Program development rights easements.

1997 “Mini Bond:” King County created this $22 million program prima-
rily with REET and Conservation Futures funds to acquire specific proper-
ties, including Taylor Mountain.

Waterways 2000

Waterways 2000 (1994-1997), initiated under the 1993 Conservation Fu-
tures Bond, is King County’s premier salmon habitat preservation program.
Working with scientists, stakeholders, communities and landowners, King
County identified 17 stream basins with high-quality salmon habitat. Pilot
project acquisition efforts were successfully completed on the Cedar, Green
and Snoqualmie Rivers, and on Bear, Griffin and Patterson Creeks. The pro-
gram also developed stewardship and maintenance practices for managing these
lands. As shown on Table 2, more than 1,600 acres were permanently pre-
served on a completely voluntary basis. More than 300 acres were added to the
Public Benefit Rating System (PBRS) current use taxation program through
Waterways 2000. (See next section for discussion of the PBRS program.)

Selection criteria: The Waterways 2000 program was a first attempt by the
County to develop and apply ecosystem-based analysis to the conservation
of salmonid habitats at a large scale. Characterized by some as a search for
the “last, best places for salmon in King County,” this program was based
on the guidance of an independent, expert scientific panel and the work of
staff and citizens from throughout the county.

The scientific panel crafted selection criteria based on indicators of ecologi-
cal function at several system scales, from watershed indicators to species-
based indicators. Using the criteria, the county’s watersheds were screened

Table 2
WATERWAYS  2000  ACQUISITION PROGRESS -  6/30/98

Unincorporated Fee Ownership Conservation Easements PBRS TOTAL
King County (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres)

  Bear Creek 308 40  117 465
  Cedar River 260 0    57 317
  Green River 660 0      93 753
  Griffin Creek 46 0    8 54
  Patterson Creek 123 0    36 159
  Mid-Fork Snoqualmie 177 0    23 200
Subtotal 1,574 40 334 1,948

 Urban Program
  Seattle 5 0 0 5
  Suburban Cities 19 0 0 19
  Uninc. King County 10 0 0 10
TOTAL 1,608 40 334 1,982
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at successively smaller scales until reaches of high ecological integrity (em-
bedded within watersheds of high ecological integrity) were identified. All
properties within these reaches were considered equally preferable for pro-
tection. The criteria and indicators used in selection are listed in the table
below:

Table 3
WATERWAYS CRITERIA

Scale Indicators

Basin Scale: 20-300 sq. miles ■ landscape condition
■ riparian condition
■ biotic condition
■ risk

Reach Scale: 1-7 miles ■ adjacent to other habitat types such as upland
forest, wetlands
■ concentrated spawning and rearing
■ areas of biotic and habitat richness
■ forested riparian habitats
■ process areas such as braids, confluences,
side channels

Once the properties were acquired, the County’s participating agencies con-
vened a work group to develop site plans to guide the protection and man-
agement of these areas. Those plans are still being formulated for most of
the acquisition areas.

The following map shows the Tri-County Area with Waterways 2000 Basins.

Much good work took place in Waterways 2000 and the various basin plans
to identify important salmon habitat and watershed areas for acquisition.
King County recognizes that our natural systems, centering around our river
systems, contain many unconnected “gaps” where lands are still threatened
by development. There is a need to complete the permanent protection of
these natural systems by acquiring additional key links and core areas in our
systems that are threatened with development conversion. See “Early Ac-
tions” and Chapter 8 for the County’s strategies for permanent preservation
of core salmon habitat areas and their supporting watersheds.

Public Benefit Rating System

Another key preservation tool complementing Resource Lands and Open
Space acquisition work is the county’s “current use taxation” program,
known as the Public Benefit Rating System (PBRS).

Through this program, King County offers an incentive to preserve open
space on private property in King County by providing a tax reduction if
the land contains one or more open space resources. This tax incentive
establishes a “current use taxation” property tax assessment for the approved
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open space land. This taxation is lower than the “highest and best use” tax
assessment level that usually applies on most land in the County. The re-
duction in taxable value ranges from 50% to 90% for the portion of the
property in “current use.”

While these lands are not permanently protected, the program does pro-
vide valuable assistance to landowners who do not want to be forced into
developing their property because of high property taxes. The program is
very successful in preventing conversions to development, with several thou-
sand acres of King County land currently enrolled.

The Public Benefit Rating System provides a scoring system, with a num-
ber of points being assigned to specific open space resources, through which
a calculation of the current use taxation value is based. For property to be
approved as open space under this program, either the potential for use or
additional development must be present. The owner also may agree to other
restrictions or provide public access in return for the tax reduction. Public
access is encouraged, but not required, on open space resources for this
program. In some cases, public access must be allowed in order to gain
credit for the current use taxation.

For a complete description of the Public Benefit Rating System as well as a
discussion of specific categories related to salmonid habitat preservation,
see the Chapter 5 Appendix 5.2.

King County Livestock Management Ordinance

The King County Livestock Management Ordinance (LMO) enacted in
1993 was developed to support the raising and keeping of livestock in King
County while minimizing livestock’s negative impact on the environment,
particularly with regard to impacts on water quality and salmonid fisheries
habitat. Toward this end, the ordinance prescribes acceptable livestock den-
sities, restricts access of livestock to Class I and II streams and wetlands, and
establishes specific manure management requirements.

The LMO is an ordinance with a comprehensive approach to regulating a
practice. The LMO is not one specific standard to prevent non-point pollu-
tion, but rather a set of standards that take into consideration the entire
operation and addresses the various potential sources of contaminated run
off, and how to eliminate them not only individually, but collectively.

Beyond the technical specifications and regulations governing how live-
stock should be managed, the ordinance also stipulates several actions to
facilitate implementation of these regulations such as:

■ Establishment of a Livestock Oversight Committee to advise and
assist the County in implementing the Ordinance;

■ Development of Farm Management Plans;

■ Identification of the best management practices (BMPs) to be
implemented on individual farms; and

■ Development of a program to monitor the effectiveness of various
management practices and their impact on water quality.
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The King County Livestock Management Ordinance #11168 (LMO states
that its “emphasis is on achieving compliance with LMO standards as the
primary objective, rather than the collection of fines or penalties…”
(21A.30.066 A. KCC)

In order to follow through on this approach and be fair to landowners, the
Livestock Oversight Committee has spent four years educating livestock
owners and reviewing the LMO process. By expanding education efforts
and continuing to alert livestock owners of the LMO through media, let-
ters and various classes, the County has and will continue to implement
this Ordinance in a fair and consistent manner. Public awareness and un-
derstanding has risen considerably in the past four years. A key partner in
this endeavor has been the King Conservation District, which has been
assisting in education efforts and providing technical assistance to land-
owners and the Livestock Oversight Committee.

The King County LMO Cost Share program has been instrumental in help-
ing to achieve the goal of more Farm Management Plans designed and
improving the speed of overall implementation of best management plans
(BMPs) prescribed in the plan.

Efforts are underway to map livestock operations on the GIS, and a survey
of livestock owners will be completed this year. Together, these activities
will provide more accurate data.

As stated above, one component of the LMO is the development of farm
plans. Requests for farm plan assistance are being prioritized based on the
following criteria.

KCD Farm Management Plan Request Priority List Criteria (initiated July 1998)

#1 High: Property on Class I or II stream or wetland not meeting
management standards and/or has a documented valid complaint
lodged against it.

#2 Medium: Number of livestock at or near density limit; serious mud
problem; close proximity to Class I or II stream or wetland.

#3 Low: Those that don’t fit in the above listings.

The enforcement provisions of the Livestock Management Ordinance be-
came effective on January 1, 1999. In order to implement the strategy out-
lined above, staff from King County Livestock program, DDES and the
King Conservation District, have developed a process for handling com-
plaints.

Funding for the County’s staffing of this program is derived from the $5
per parcel assessment for the King Conservation District. Ordinance 12959,
approved by the King County Council in December 1997, adopted the
Regional Water Quality Committee’s recommendation to raise the Conser-
vation District annual assessment from $1.25 per parcel to $5 per parcel.
The $1.25 per parcel assessment had been in place since the King County
Council adopted Ordinance 10981 in August 1993 and was renewed in
1995 by Ordinance 12095.
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The Ordinance provides that the generated revenues be distributed as fol-
lows:

■ $3 of the assessment is distributed to each of the five watershed
forums in equal amounts;

■ $1 per parcel to the County and each city in the District from
which the funds were collected; and

■ $1 per parcel to the District for implementation of its approved
work program.

The Ordinance put the assessment in place for the years 1998 through
2000 and approved the district’s 1998 work plan. The County’s livestock
staff is funded out of the $1 returned to the County or approximately
$160,000.

 Additional funding sources are also being investigated to assist in the edu-
cation and enforcement effort. These include the following grants.

■ An application was submitted in November 1998 for a two-year,
$200,000 EPA Sustainable Development Challenge Grant, “Ru-
ral Salmon Recovery through Farm Planning.”

■ An application was submitted in January 1999 for a two-year,
$100,00 Cooperative Resources for Extension Education Services
CSREES Grant “Rural Salmon Recovery through Farm Planning”

Area Specific Habitat Plans: Elliott Bay-Duwamish Restoration Program

The Elliott Bay-Duwamish River Restoration Program resulted from a 1990
federal lawsuit based upon a complaint by NOAA (acting on the public’s
behalf ) that alleged sediment contamination and habitat loss due to com-
bined sewer overflow (CSO) and storm drain discharges by Metro and the
City of Seattle. The lawsuit was settled by consent decree in December
1991.

The program’s primary area of focus is the Lower Duwamish River and
Elliott Bay, although the consent decree states that work can be conducted
in “the Duwamish River and its tributaries.” The settlement stipulated that
Metro (now a part of King County government) and the City of Seattle
provide a combination of cash payments, real estate and in-kind services
with a total value of up to $24 million.

Seattle and Metro agreed to provide $12 million each to:

1. End the natural resource damage lawsuit brought by NOAA against
Metro Water Pollution Control Department and the City of Seattle.

2. Clean up contaminated sediments and restore aquatic and benthic
habitats in an urban waterway.

3. Create a partnership among federal, state, tribal and local govern-
ments to address common environmental concerns.

4. Use public funds for environmental improvements rather than for
litigation.



12    Conservation: Past, Continuing and Early Actions

Here is how the money is being allocated:

■ $12 million is allocated to Sediment Remediation; $10 million is
allocated to Habitat Restoration and up to $2 million may be
spent on source control.

■ As part of the above allocations King County (as the successor to
Metro) and the City would make available real estate valued up to
$5 million as sites for Habitat projects.

■ Any sums not expended pursuant to the above conditions for plan-
ning and design or panel function and support and any interest
accrued in the registry account would used for project implemen-
tation of sediment and habitat restoration projects.

Completed projects include:

■ Pier 53 sediment remediation (cap) on the Seattle waterfront (4.5
acres); and

■ West Seattle intertidal habitat restoration – Elliott Bay ( 2 acres).

■ Porter Levee property purchase – Green River (30 acres)

Projects underway include:

■ Norfolk CSO Sediment clean up – Duwamish River (1 acre);

■ Northwinds Wier Habitat Restoration – Duwamish River (1.3
acre)

■ Seaboard Lumber Habitat Restoration – Duwamish River (4 acres)

■ Kenco Upper Turning Basin – Duwamish River (2 acres)

■ Porter Leve property purchase – Green River (30 acres)

Projects anticipated in 1999:

■ Hamm Creek Daylighting and Estuarine Habitat Restoration –
Duwamish River (7.4 acres)

■ Diagonal Duwamish CSO sediment cleanup – Duwamish River
(5 acres)

■ Burns Creek property purchase – Green River (30 acres)

Area Specific Habitat Plans: Green/Duwamish Ecosystem
Restoration Study

The Green/Duwamish Restoration Study, currently in the feasibility phase
of preparation, establishes a strategy to protect and restore the critical habitat
that is needed for the survival of salmon and other fish and wildlife in the
watershed. Led by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and King County,
the study has engaged a large group of local, state, federal and tribal agen-
cies and private organizations in data collection, analysis and development
of study findings and recommendations. The findings and recommenda-
tions are summarized as follows:
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1. The resources of the Green/Duwamish watershed are important
to the Seattle metropolitan region, the Pacific Northwest and the
nation as a whole.

2. Maintaining salmon runs and other resources will require protec-
tion and restoration of key habitat areas.

3. Wherever possible, riverine and watershed processes that form and
maintain good habitat should be restored.

4. Initial restoration projects should be concentrated in critical areas
of the watershed.

5. Protection and restoration of habitat should begin at once.

Based on the findings of the study and extensive consultation with other
agencies, organizations and tribes, a restoration strategy has been devised.
Strategy includes work on the following initiatives:

1. Critical rearing and feeding habitats should be reestablished at key
sites in the Duwamish estuary.

2. Urban tributaries of the Duwamish and lower Green River that
have high potential as productive salmonid habitat should be re-
stored.

3. Fish passage and habitat values along the leveed portions of the
lower Green River (between Auburn and Tukwila) should be im-
proved consistent with flood protection goals in this reach.

4. Productive tributaries such as Soos Creek, Newaukum Creek and
Mill Creek, should be protected through acquisition and land use
regulations, and disturbed habitats along these tributaries should
be restored for salmon spawning and rearing and other fish and
wildlife use.

5. Channel diversity along the middle Green River should be restored
through reestablishment of side channel and floodplain habitats.

6. The two mainstem dams on the upper Green River should be
modified in design and operation to allow upstream and down-
stream migration of salmon and to enhance downstream habitat
conditions.

7. Habitat conditions in the upper Green River watershed should be
improved by restoring unused road corridors and protecting and
restoring stream buffers.

Many of the projects recommended in the study are simple to achieve,
including acquisition projects and capital improvements with uncompli-
cated designs. Work on these projects is proceeding under an “early action”
category, using funding from a combination of federal, local and private
funding sources. See the subsequent section, “Early Action Projects.”

The complete project list (see Chapter 7 Appendix 7.10) is being reviewed
and refined to assure the strongest possible combination of projects and
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programs. Detailed environmental and engineering analysis for larger
mainstem capital improvements or extensive negotiations for major pro-
grammatic changes is required for some of the projects. Through the con-
tinuing process of analysis, some projects may be determined to be infea-
sible or inconsistent with the goals of the study. Additional projects will be
recommended based upon study team review. These initiatives will be pur-
sued through continued federal and local cooperation in the Ecosystem
Restoration Study.

Public Education and Outreach Efforts

King County is undertaking a large-scale public involvement and informa-
tion effort to ensure that our citizens understand the importance of restor-
ing the salmon runs and safeguarding our water supplies.

The following is a general description of the County’s current education
and outreach efforts. Generally, the purpose of these programs is to raise
awareness among members of the general public or a targeted group of
their connection to water resources and salmon, and how they can help
improve water quality or protect salmon.

■ Water Quality Advertising Campaign: A multi-jurisdictional ad-
vertising campaign to educate the general public about their con-
nection to water quality and encourage personal behavior changes
that will improve water quality (e.g. fix oil leaks, scoop pet waste,
reduce use of fertilizers/pesticides). Uses high-profile TV, radio,
and print ads. Cost: $100,000. Audience: reaches more than
500,000 viewers.

■ Natural Lawn Campaign: A multi-jurisdictional advertising and
public outreach campaign to educate the general public regarding
the impact typical lawn care has upon water quality and water
supplies, and to encourage personal behavior changes that will
improve water quality and conserve water (e.g. use mulching
mower, water lawns only once per week, reduce use of chemicals
or use organic fertilizers). Uses high-profile TV, radio, and print
ads, media events, and local community events. Audience: reaches
more than 500,000 viewers.

■ School education programs: Educators visit classrooms to teach
K-12 students about their personal connection to water quality,
household hazardous waste and resource conservation. Informa-
tion is provided about personal behavior changes which students
and their families can take to help protect water quality and con-
serve water and other resources. Cost: 2 full-time-equivalent (FTE)
staff positions plus approximately $200,000. Audience: Reaches
more than 15,000 students.

■ Educational workshops, tours, etc.: Workshops, field trips, tours
and other opportunities are provided for citizens to learn about
their connection to water resources and ways they can help pro-
tect water quality and salmon in a hands-on setting. One example
is the Cedar River Salmon Journey, in which citizens visit sites
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along the Cedar River to watch spawning salmon and hear presen-
tations from volunteer naturalists on salmon ecology and how they
can help protect salmon. Cost: 4 FTE staff positions plus approxi-
mately $200,000. Audience: more than 2,500 participants.

■ Salmon/ESA Speakers’ Bureau: Trained staff and volunteer speakers
present information about salmon, the Endangered Species Act,
and how people can help protect salmon. Targeted audiences in-
clude business organizations, service clubs, community groups,
schools, etc. Cost: 2 FTE staff positions plus approx. $10,000.
Audience: estimated more than 3,500 persons for 1999.

■ Newsletters, brochures, and publications: Newsletters with edu-
cational information about peoples’ connection to water resources
and how they can help protect water quality and salmon are dis-
tributed to targeted audiences. Newsletters include Downstream
News (volunteer program and water quality), County Tracks (Parks
interpretive program/wildlife information), Farm and Forest (wa-
ter quality best management practices for resource lands). Bro-
chures, fact sheets, and other publications provide focused educa-
tional messages about water resources and personal behavior
changes people can make to help protect salmon. Cost: 3 FTE
staff positions plus approximately $100,000. Audience: more than
60,000 people.

■ Volunteer habitat restoration and volunteer monitoring: This
program directly involves the public in hands-on restoration ac-
tivities to teach them about water resources and provide meaning-
ful improvement in salmon habitat. It involves volunteers in col-
lection of monitoring data needed to track watershed management
activities.

■ Riparian planting events: Volunteers participate in hands-on ac-
tivities to replant native vegetation in degraded riparian, wetland,
estuarine or other critical habitat areas. Volunteers learn about the
importance of riparian areas, native vegetation, and other habitat
features. Nearly 15,000 plants were planted by volunteers in 1998.
Cost: 4 FTE staff positions plus approximately $200,000. Audi-
ence: more than 1,500 active volunteers.

■ Native plant salvage program: Volunteers salvage native trees and
shrubs from construction sites and maintain salvaged vegetation
until it is replanted in habitat restoration projects. Volunteers learn
about the importance of native vegetation to riparian areas. Cost:
.75 FTE staff position plus approximately $50,000. Audience: more
than 200 active volunteers.

■ Habitat Partners Program: Volunteers commit to maintaining new
habitat restoration sites. Activities include weeding, watering, replant-
ing, monitoring, and other enhancement activities. Cost: .5 FTE
plus approx. $10,000. Audience: more than 200 active volunteers.

■ Volunteer monitoring programs: Volunteers monitor numerous
water resource parameters, including salmon spawner surveys,
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wetland, lake and beach monitoring, etc. Data is collected ac-
cording to specified quality assurance programs and is used in
various watershed management programs. Cost: 3 FTEs . Audi-
ence: more than 350 active volunteer monitors.

■ Grant Programs: The purpose of these programs is to provide seed
funding to encourage community-based projects that educate the
community and provide direct improvement to water resources and
salmon habitat. Grant projects leverage considerable matching re-
sources like volunteer labor and in-kind donations.

■ Watershed Action Grant program: Grant recipients carry out
projects to educate and involve the community on water resource
issues or directly improve water resources or salmon habitat. Grants
are available for community groups, schools, businesses and agen-
cies. Cost: 2 FTE staff positions plus $60,000. Audience: directly
involves 2,000; reaches more than 9,000 persons.

■ Water Stewardship Fund: Funds community projects that pro-
tect or improve watersheds, streams, rivers, lakes, wetlands and
tidewaters. The projects must protect or improve water quality,
foster community stewardship, develop long-term partnerships,
leverage resources, and have the assurance of a long-tern legacy.
Grants are available for schools, agencies, community groups,
tribes, and special districts. Cost: 1 FTE.

■ Urban Reforestation and Habitat Restoration grant fund: Pro-
vides funding to volunteer organizations, community groups and
government agencies for reforestation and habitat restoration
projects within the urban growth area of King County. Cost: .5
FTE staff position plus approximately. $50,000.

Monitoring Efforts

Benchmark System for the Countywide Planning Policies

King County and its cities voluntarily developed and implemented a sys-
tem of outcomes and indicators to evaluate jurisdictions’ progress in imple-
menting the Countywide Planning Policies under GMA. The benchmark
system includes sections to measure progress on the environment and land
use, which are relevant to salmon conservation strategies. See Chapter 5
Appendix 5.3 for a complete overview of the benchmark system.

Early Actions to Achieve Salmon Conservation
Since March 9, 1998, when it was first proposed that the chinook salmon
be listed as “threatened,” King County has initiated a number of early
actions that clearly provide benefits to chinook salmon and their habitat.

These “early action” projects and programs are found in three places in this
report. Most projects are discussed in this chapter in the following text and
matrix. This text and matrix summarizes actions proposed to address three
major areas of King County responsibility: regulation of new development,
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provision of county services such as roads and wastewater treatment, and
habitat improvements. Additional actions proposed by the WRIA Steering
Committees are found in Chapter 7, and those recommended by the re-
view panel of biologists are discussed in Chapter 6.

Note that the commitment to implement the early action recommenda-
tions described in this chapter varies. Some have been reviewed and ap-
proved by the King County Council; some have been funded through cur-
rent budgets, and are firm commitments. Others have arisen through the
systematic evaluation of County activities and require legislative action and
funding before they are implemented.

Major Early Action Initiatives

There are eight major early action initiatives that King County will under-
take in 1999 and 2000 that are the cornerstones of our short-term response
to the ESA listing:

■ Protecting and Restoring Habitat

■ Improving Salmon Recovery  through the County Comprehen-
sive Plan

■ Increasing Enforcement of Regulations

■ Improving Protections for Sensitive Areas

■ Increasing Review of New Development Proposals Through SEPA

■ Improving Roads Maintenance Practices

■ Monitoring Efforts: Freshwater Monitoring Assessments and Analysis

■ Conducting Essential Research

Protecting and Restoring Habitat

King County will make a major commitment in its ESA response to pro-
tect and restore salmon habitat. This initiative will borrow on the programs
described previously that have already protected thousands of acres of es-
sential habitat in the County. Looking ahead, there are three key elements
to the County’s habitat initiative: a watershed-based process to identify and
prioritize habitat needs, a funding strategy to provide the needed funds,
and processes to implement the projects.

Identifying and prioritizing habitat needs will occur through the WRIA-
based conservation planning strategy discussed in Chapter 7. The Steering
Committees overseeing these conservation plans are already prioritizing
projects in preparation for the FY 2000 federal budget process. Funding for
current projects and fundraising for new habitat projects is discussed at
length in Chapter 8 of this report. Project recommendations are also found
in the matrix that concludes this chapter. For implementation of habitat
projects, King County will continue the use of proven mechanisms, such as
the science-based acquisition program Waterways 2000, and the use of spe-
cialized capital projects staff that have implemented basin plan capital rec-
ommendations.
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Improving Salmon Recovery through the County Comprehensive Plan

Habitat is the one factor of decline that is greatly affected by the land use
policies and development regulations of local governments. The State Growth
Management Act (GMA) provides much of the land use and regulatory
framework necessary for salmon recovery. Under the Countywide Planning
Policies, urban development is concentrated within urban growth bound-
aries and rural areas are provided protection from urban encroachment.
The Countywide Planning Policies also provide guidance for the develop-
ment of individual jurisdictions’ comprehensive plans. Accordingly, the King
County Comprehensive Plan guides growth and development within un-
incorporated King County. First adopted in 1994, the Comprehensive Plan
recognizes the need to protect threatened and endangered species through
several policies. This year, the County is embarking on the first major re-
view of the Comprehensive Plan since its adoption. The overriding goals
for this review, called the 2000 Update, include improving the policy frame-
work necessary to accomplish salmon recovery. Changes in the following
areas can be anticipated:

■ Land use designations may be revised as necessary to preserve and
begin restoration of sensitive salmon habitat;

■ Articulating the role of the County’s resource lands, i.e., forests
and farmland in protecting habitat vital to fish recovery;

■ Acknowledging watershed-based recovery planning efforts in the
Green, Cedar and Snohomish Watershed Recovery Inventory Ar-
eas (WRIAs);

■ Addressing the impacts of transportation projects on fish habitat
through more sensitive transportation planning.

Further detail is provided in Chapter 5 Appendix 5.1 and in the matrix
following this section.

Increasing Enforcement of Regulations

The evaluation of County activities conducted to produce this report indi-
cates that the framework of regulations and programs that King County
has initiated to protect salmon is strong, but that enforcement of regula-
tions has not been as aggressive as needed. In the 1999 budget, King County
has made a substantial, new commitment by authorizing eight additional
code enforcement officers to enforce salmon-related regulations.

This commitment, which is itemized in the matrix later in this chapter,
includes new staffing for enforcement activities, additional training for en-
forcement staff, and additional monitoring to determine compliance with
permitting conditions. The initiative focuses particularly on the key King
County regulations affecting development along salmon-bearing streams
and rivers: the Sensitive Areas Ordinance, Clearing and Grading code, and
Surface Water Management regulations.
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Improving Protections for Sensitive Areas

The principal tool for protecting sensitive areas from the impacts of land
use and development in King County is the Sensitive Areas Ordinance (KCC
21A) adopted in 1990. The ordinance establishes regulations on new devel-
opment to protect steep slopes, streams, and wetlands on or adjoining sites.
Because it applies stringent standards across the entire unincorporated area,
the SAO is a fundamental element of stream protection in King County.

In order to improve protections for salmon-bearing streams, King County
is proposing to update the ordinance, increase enforcement of the regula-
tions, and initiate an enhanced monitoring program to evaluate compli-
ance and performance. Enforcement and monitoring are addressed in de-
tail in the matrix in this chapter. For additional discussion of the Sensitive
Areas Ordinance, please see the review of this program by the review panel
of biologists in Chapter 6.

Increasing Review of New Development Proposals through SEPA

King County intends to undertake a comprehensive review of regulations
relating to salmon and habitat through the conservation planning processes
described in detail in Chapter 7. Changes to regulations also are likely to
occur periodically as more intensive code review processes are undertaken
and as conservation plans are completed. In the meantime, King County
will initiate an interim process to ensure that proposed development and
land use actions incorporate adequate protections for salmon and habitat.

The vehicle for interim consideration of development and land use propos-
als will be through the use of the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).
The use of SEPA authority to condition permits for projects affecting salmon
habitat is discussed in Chapter 4, and the early action recommendation for
SEPA is discussed in detail as Addendum 1 of this chapter. It is anticipated
that the enhanced SEPA review described in the Addendum will commence
during the fourth quarter of 1999.

Improving Roads Maintenance Practices

All of the salmon-bearing streams and rivers within King County are paral-
leled or crossed by roads in places; some are bordered by major roads for
most of their length. Maintenance practices for these roads can have a con-
siderable impact on the quality of these waters. In order to ensure that
maintenance practices on King County roads provide adequate protection
for salmon and habitat, the county is initiating a review of the King County
Department of Transportation’s Road Maintenance Best Management Prac-
tices Manual, Final Draft with the National Marine Fisheries Service.

The manual focuses specifically on techniques that roads maintenance staff
can use to contain sediment and prevent erosion while working in and
along streams and waterways. In addition to addressing how to plan for
erosion control for proposed projects, the manual deals with how to re-
spond to emergencies. The manual also establishes recommendations for
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training, monitoring, and adaptive management related to roads mainte-
nance.  The Best Management Practices have been included in the 1999
work program and budget for Roads Maintenance. The King County Coun-
cil approved funding and staffing to begin BMP implementation this year.
King County is committed to moving the manual into the King County
Council adoption process as an administrative rule. Additional recommen-
dations regarding roads maintenance and improvements are found in the
following matrix. In addition, further discussion of early action recom-
mendations related to roads maintenance is included in Chapter 5 Appen-
dix 5.5.

Monitoring Efforts: Freshwater Monitoring Assessment and Analysis

The King County Freshwater Monitoring, Assessment and Analysis Pro-
gram arose from the consolidation and integration of former Surface Wa-
ter Management and Water Pollution Control Programs in 1998. The Pro-
gram provides short and long-term evaluation of watershed health and
watershed management efforts by collecting, synthesizing and evaluating
physical, chemical and biological data.

Program Design

■ Assess the present quality of lakes, streams, and other water re-
source areas, e.g. wetlands, shorelines, and beaches;

■ Identify short- and long-term trends, existing or potential prob-
lems and suggest corrective measures;

■ Provide water resource data and technical support in support of
programs that protect water quality and abate point and non-
point pollution, e.g., NPDES Program;

■ Evaluate the effectiveness of watershed management planning and
implementation activities, e.g., restoration projects;

■ Identify regulations, programs, and capital projects that success-
fully protect aquatic resources from flooding and fish habitat deg-
radation;

■ Identify areas in need of protection or restoration; and

■ Provide analytical tools to evaluate water quality impacts of po-
tential future King County

Goals and Objectives

■ Collect, analyze and report critical water resource (including bio-
logical and habitat) data for Lake Sammamish, Lake Washington,
streams and other water bodies;

■ Provide decision-makers and managers with information necessary
to meet applicable legal requirements and evaluate programmatic
goals for fisheries and water quality;

■ Support development and implementation of the WRIA Plans, the
RWSP (Regional Wastewater Services Plan), and associated
HCP(Habitat Conservation Plan);
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■ Ensure compliance with the GMA (Growth Management Act);

■ Provide for King County Comprehensive Plan implementation; and,

■ Develop comprehensive models (assessment tool) to evaluate po-
tential impacts to the Lake Sammamish, Lake Washington, Lake
Union and Ship Canal systems.

For the years 2000 through 2004, the work program will refocus its efforts
to more broadly address countywide water quality, habitat and biological
factors for developing the ESA-related WRIA Plans, Wastewater HCP and
assist in wastewater treatment plant and reuse facility siting. In addition,
predictive models will be developed to assist in forming and assessing alter-
natives and assisting in evaluating recommendations for facility site selec-
tion, effluent discharge locations, water withdrawal, affects of locks opera-
tion and mitigating measures associated with wastewater system develop-
ment and operations. Facilities or water related activities.

New Monitoring Initiatives 2000–2004: Element 1

King County Department of Natural Resources (KCDNR) will prepare
WRIA-based Habitat Conservation Plans to respond to impending Endan-
gered Species Act (ESA) requirements. The County also will initiate and
implement the Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP). The RWSP
needs to be coordinated with and support King County’s Endangered Spe-
cies Act (ESA) requirements.

These two, closely related ESA response efforts will require an assessment
of the present condition of King County water resources (an inventory and
collection of chemical, biological and physical water resource data for lakes,
streams, and other water resources areas), as well as monitoring the effec-
tiveness both short term and long term recommendations of the WRIA-
based conservation plans and the Wastewater HPC.

New Monitoring Initiatives 2000–2004: Element 2

The Seattle Water Department has identified sufficient drinking water to
supply projected demand through 2014. The department has stated that
wastewater reuse may potentially augment the supply after 2014.

The King County Executive has recommended that the Regional Wastewa-
ter Services Plan include $20 million to study the potential for reusing waste-
water as a method to supplement the drinking water supply by allowing
withdrawal of water from Lake Washington and/or other areas.

This program will assist in determining the effluent quality needed to pre-
vent adverse environmental and human health impacts from a northern or
southern discharge into Lake Washington. It will also assess the role of non-
point pollution on the overall water quality of the Lakes Sammamish-Wash-
ington system and how these pollution sources may affect reuse options. The
program also will address the local, state and federal regulatory constraints,
freshwater withdrawals, and tribal concerns on the use of reclaimed water.
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New Monitoring Initiatives 2000–2004: Element 3

■ Projected regional growth and development requires enhanced wa-
ter resource monitoring to ensure salmon recovery, public safety,
public health and environmental quality.

■ A mathematical model and risk assessment approach is being imple-
mented to:

• Model impacts of future actions that may affect regional water
quality;

• Provide a predictive tool to evaluate the water quality impacts
of various land use and facility siting options;

• Support the wastewater HCP;

• Provide a long term comprehensive water quality analysis tool;

• Determine the present quality of lakes, streams and other wa-
ter resource areas, e.g. wetlands, shorelines, and beaches;

• Identify short- and long-term water quality trends;

• Identify existing or potential water quality problems and sug-
gest corrective measures.

New Monitoring Initiatives 2000–2004: Element 4

The Modeling Assessment and Analysis Unit implements on-going pro-
grams and activities associated with freshwater quality management which
is annually approved by Council budget and monitoring resolutions. On-
going or baseline tasks and activities include water quality sampling,
macroinvertebrate sampling, wetland monitoring, habitat and stream chan-
nel assessments and land-use monitoring, fish surveys, NPDES support,
and hydrologic monitoring for various streams and lakes throughout King
County. This includes maintaining data reported from about 28 rain gauges
and 72 stream gauges; and water quality sampling and aquatic life survey
work at more than 250 sites and 18 swimming beaches.

During 1999, efforts will be made to integrate past work products and
activities, as well as new initiatives into the year 2000–2004 work program.
Monitoring sites will be evaluated and some new monitoring locations iden-
tified.  A review of historical data will also be conducted and evaluated.

Research

Urban Issues Study: Tri-County Salmon Recovery Strategy

On January 11, 1999, work began on an important piece of the Tri-County’s
overall salmon recovery effort, the Tri-County Urban Issues Study (“Study”).
The Study begins with a thorough review of the existing scientific literature
on salmon habitat and recovery efforts in urban areas. The objective is to
provide a “state of the knowledge” regarding salmonid recovery and habitat
requirements in urban areas. The Study will catalog and summarize all rel-
evant documents, with special emphasis placed on studies and data being
prepared for concurrent ESA response efforts within the Tri-County area.
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The database will be held in hard copy, CD ROM format, and on an Access
database so that the database will be available to all Tri-County partici-
pants.

The literature review will result in the identification of potential criteria
that could prove suitable for use in assessing stream conditions within the
Tri-County area.  Once specific criteria and methods to evaluate conditions
of urbanized streams and rivers are identified, application of the evaluation
criteria will begin. In the application phase, candidate sites will be selected
that represent a range of urban conditions. These sites will be useful for
making comparisons between existing versus potential habitat quantity and
quality. The sites also will be assessed for use as templates to guide future
restoration and recovery efforts. The Study will provide the structure to use
restoration efforts in the Tri-County area to improve the science of urban
restoration activities.

The Study also will evaluate the sufficiency of existing stormwater and natural
resource management practices and programs within the Tri-County re-
gion for protecting salmonids and salmonid habitats, and identify potential
alternative practices that would increase the level of protection. Concur-
rently, the Study will assess the effectiveness of regulations, guidelines, de-
sign standards and enforcement that potentially affect salmonid recovery
and recommend options for streamlining and modifying regulations to best
protect and enhance salmonid resources.

After all the data has been compiled and reviewed, recommended options
for recovery will be developed and approved by Tri-County participants.
The final work product will summarize the information compiled by the
Study into a document that provides an assessment of measures for habitat
restoration, habitat protection, regulations, enforcement, operations and
maintenance practices, and monitoring methods that could be implemented
as part of a recovery plan and potential 4(d) rule. See Chapter 5 Appendix
5.4 for Urban Issues Study Scope of Work.

Northern Outfall/Marine HCP Studies

Study Concept

The goal of both the marine portion of the wastewater HCP and the pro-
posed northern treatment plant outfall siting studies are to ensure that ex-
isting and proposed wastewater operations in Puget Sound have minimal
impact on biological and human resources of Puget Sound, with an empha-
sis on listed species. The approach to achieving that goal is outlined below.

Basics Building Blocks/Layers of Information

Physics: Where is the water going? Measurements of temperature, salinity,
currents

Chemistry: What is in the water, sediments, plants and animals? Measure-
ments of nutrients, metals and organics in the water, sediments and organ-
isms.
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Juvenile Chinook
Production
Evaluation in Bear
Cr. & Cedar R.

Life History and
Ecology of Juvenile
Chinook Salmon in
Lk. Wa.

Diel Habitat
Selection of Juvenile
Chinook Salmon in
the Cedar River

Juvenile Salmon
Rearing and
Outmigration in the
Lake Union System

Predator Study in
the Ship Canal

Juvenile Salmonid
Habitat Use of
Shilshole Bay

Adult Salmon
Movement in Lake
Wa. Watershed

The purpose is to quantify and
characterize the populations of
juvenile chinook salmon
produced from natural
spawners in the two primary
spawning tributaries within the
lake Washington watershed:
Bear Creek and the Cedar
River.

Determine distribution, relative
abundance, residence time,
patterns of food consumption,
prey species, for juvenile
chinook salmon in Lake Wa.
based on habitat type.

Measure diel habitat use,
identify main- and off-channel
rearing areas, and determine
temporal changes in habitat
use of juvenile chinook.

Document residence time and
survival of sockeye (surrogate
for chinook salmon), in Lake
Union and assess alternative
water management flow
regimes and habitat restoration
projects.

Determine number of
smallmout bass and other
predators and assess their diet.

Determine distribution and
abundance of juvenile chinook
salmon through nearshore
esturay habitat below the
Locks.

Determine the number, timing,
and distribution of adult
chinook salmon in the Lake
Wa. watershed

Cedar R. Jan.- Jul. 99
Bear Ck. Feb. – Jun. 99

(Wa. Dept. of Fish & Wildlife)

Intensive: Feb. - mid Jul.  Limited:
Jul. - Feb. 99-01 (2 years)

(Wa. Dept. of Fish & Wildlife)

Jan. - Jun. 99

(U.S. Fish & Wildlife)

Apr. - Jul 00-01

(Army Corps of Engineers-216)

Apr. - Jul. 00-01  (U.S.

Fish & Wildlife)

Apr. - Jul. 99-00

(U. Wa. -216)

Jul. - Oct. 98-99

(Wa. Dept. of Fish & Wildlife)

Table 4
Objectives Schedule Budget

$148,152

 $382,547 (per year)

$33,533

$256,050 (per year)

$53,900 (per year)

$70,000 (1st year)

$174,000 (per year)
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Biology: Where are the plants, animals and their critical habitats? Identify
the populations of plants and animals in the study areas and what is their
response to changes in Puget Sound made as a result of wastewater opera-
tions and construction.

Risk Assessment Process: Integration of Physics, Chemistry and Biology.

King County Studies to Address Factors of Decline in the
Cedar River-Lake Washington Watershed

In participation with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the Wash-
ington Department of Fish and Wildlife,and the United Stated Army Corps
of Engineers, King County is conducting a series of studies in the Cedar/
Sammamish WRIA 8 to determine abundance and distribution of popula-
tions of chinook and factors for decline. Table 4 summarizes the objectives
and schedules for those studies.

Cedar/Sammamish WRIA 8 and Green/Duwamish WRIA 9
Research Contracts

King County’s salmon recovery research efforts are augmented by four con-
tracts totaling $450,000. This work will help fill information gaps and lay a
solid technical foundation in those WRIA efforts for which King County
has lead or support responsibility (WRIAs 7, 8, 9, and 10).  These contracts
are summarized briefly below:

■ A $100,000 contract with R2 (with CH2Mhill, Shapiro, Histori-
cal Research Associates and Pacific Groundwater Group) to assist
with the development of an inventory of Puget Sound chinook
salmon and salmon habitat in the WRIAs, and an assessment of
the condition of existing salmon habitat. (This work is being closely
coordinated with that of the tribes and the state, to build upon,
and avoid duplication of, existing data and research efforts).

■ A $50,000 contract with R2 (with the same subcontractors identi-
fied above) to assist the County in the review and assessment of
external, ESA-related technical documents that are relevant and
important to WRIA-based salmon conservation and recovery plan-
ning, e.g., the Cedar River Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).
Other documents to be reviewed may include new forest manage-
ment practices, and changes to the state salmon recovery strategy.

■ A $30,000 contract with Martin Environmental to help develop
and articulate the ecosystem-based framework upon which the
WRIA planning efforts will be built.

■ A $105,000 contract to develop an analytic model for compara-
tively assessing the factors of salmon decline in the WRIAs, and
for evaluating the relative cost-effectiveness of management alter-
natives. (A contractor for this task has not yet been chosen.)

■ A $165,000 contract with Foster Wheeler to undertake the fol-
lowing tasks: $75,000 in Geographic Information System (GIS)
support; $36,000 to support a water quality assessment that will
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help guide salmon recovery efforts in the WRIAs; and $54,000 to
support instream flow analysis as it relates to salmon recovery and
conservation in the WRIAs.

Early Action Matrix

The following matrix includes other early actions that are proposed to ad-
dress salmon and habitat needs.
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Funding: F = Funded     N = Not Funded Early Action Matrix
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Chapter 5
Addendum

Use of SEPA Authority to Reduce Impacts of
New Development

Introduction

One of the early actions King County will undertake is an increased use of
the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) to better protect salmon habi-
tat. SEPA requires environmental review of proposals before an agency com-
mits to a particular course of action. Under appropriate circumstances, SEPA
also authorizes agencies to condition or deny a proposal in order to miti-
gate its environmental impact.

King County is rightfully proud of the progressive regulatory controls it
has developed to protect the environment in general, and salmon habitat in
particular. Nevertheless, in light of the decline of healthy, harvestable salmon
runs in the Puget Sound region and the imminent listing of chinook salmon,
King County will evaluate its use of substantive SEPA authority and im-
pose additional conditions on proposals necessary to further protect salmon
habitat. This use of SEPA substantive authority is consistent with existing
County policies, does not require changes to the state SEPA law or the
County’s SEPA ordinance, and can be accomplished within the general
framework of permit review already in place.

Additionally, the County will explore its authority under SEPA to propose
changes to the County’s SEPA ordinance to improve salmon habitat pro-
tection. The County will use this approach to protect salmon habitat as an
interim tool, while it completes its long-term plan for recovery under the
WRIA planning process.

State Environmental Policy Act (Ch. 43.21C RCW)
and Implementing Rules (WAC 197-11)

First adopted in 1971, the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) pro-
vided Washington State’s basic environmental charter, committing the state
to the policies of environmental concern and protection. Modeled after the
National Environmental Policy Act (1969), SEPA gives state agencies and
local governments the tools to allow them to both consider and mitigate for
environmental impacts of proposals. Citizens, tribes, and interested agen-
cies are provided the opportunity by the governmental entity to comment
in most review processes prior to a final decision affecting the environment.
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SEPA contains a number of broad policy statements, but little specific
direction. Over the years, various councils and commissions were created
to develop guidelines and rules. SEPA Guidelines were first adopted in
1976 as Chapter 197-10 WAC. In 1984, the Guidelines were replaced
with SEPA Rules, which were adopted as Chapter 197-11 WAC. These
rules were designed to reduce paperwork and duplication and improve
predictability and the quality of environmental decision-making. One sig-
nificant change in the 1984 legislation and implementing rules was a re-
quirement that in order for an agency or local government to rely on SEPA
to make substantive decisions, it must adopt the policies that it will rely on
to condition or deny development proposals.

More recently, amendments to the SEPA rules were adopted in 1995, to
integrate requirements of the Model Toxics Control Act and the Growth
Management Act, and in 1997, to address requirements of 1995 legisla-
tion, ESHB 1724, Regulatory Reform. The goal of ESHB 1724 was to
establish new approaches to make government regulation more effective,
and to make it easier and less costly for citizens and businesses to under-
stand and comply with requirements.

SEPA is intended to provide information to agencies, applicants, and the
public to encourage the development of environmentally sound proposals.
The environmental review process involves the identification and evalua-
tion of probable environmental impacts and the development of mitiga-
tion measures that will reduce adverse environmental impacts. This envi-
ronmental information, along with other considerations, is used by agency
decision-makers to decide whether to approve a proposal, approve it with
conditions, or deny the proposal. SEPA applies to actions made at all levels
of government within Washington State.

The SEPA Rules provide the basis for implementing SEPA, and establish
uniform requirements for all agencies. By opening up the decision-making
process and providing an avenue for consideration of environmental con-
sequences, agencies and applicants are able to develop better proposals.
Agencies may also deny proposals that are environmentally unsound.

Environmental Review Process

The environmental review process involves a number of steps that are briefly
described below.

1. Provide a pre-application conference (optional). Although not
included in the SEPA Rules, agencies may offer a process for the
applicant to discuss a proposal with staff prior to submitting a
permit application or environmental checklist. The applicant and
agency can discuss existing regulations that would affect the pro-
posal, the steps and possible timeline for project review, and other
information that may help the applicant submit a complete ap-
plication.

2. Determine whether SEPA is required. Determine whether envi-
ronmental review is required for the proposal by (a) defining the
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entire proposal, (b) identifying any agency actions (licenses, per-
mits, etc.), and (c) deciding if the proposal fits one of the categori-
cal exemptions.  If the project does not involve an agency action,
or there is an action but the project is exempt, environmental re-
view is not required.

3. Determine lead agency. If environmental review is required, the
“lead agency” is identified. This is the agency responsible for the
environmental analysis and procedural steps under SEPA.

4. Evaluate the proposal. The lead agency must review the environ-
mental checklist and other information available on the proposal
and evaluate the proposal’s likely environmental impacts. The lead
agency and applicant may work together to reduce the probable
impacts by either revising the proposal or identifying mitigation
measures that will be included as permit conditions.

5. Assess significance and issue a threshold determination. After
evaluating the proposal and identifying mitigation measures, the
lead agency must determine whether a proposal would still have
any likely significant adverse environmental impacts. The lead
agency issues either a determination of nonsignificance (DNS),
which may include mitigation conditions, or if the proposal is de-
termined to have a likely significant impact, a determination of
significance/scoping notice (DS/Scoping) is issued and the envi-
ronmental impact statement (EIS) process is begun. The EIS will
analyze alternatives and possible mitigation measures to reduce
the environmental impacts of the proposal.

6. Use SEPA in decision-making. The agency decision-maker must
consider the environmental information, along with technical and
economic information, when deciding whether to approve a pro-
posal. (RCW 43.21C.030(b)) Decision-makers may use SEPA
substantive authority to condition or deny a proposal based on
information in the SEPA document and the agency’s adopted SEPA
policies.

Categorical Exemptions

Categorical exemptions are types of projects or actions that are not subject
to SEPA review. Proposals are categorically exempt because the size or type
of the activity is unlikely to cause a significant adverse impact. (WAC 197-
11-800(1) to (4)) Exemptions apply to minor construction activities and to
some specific types of permits. Examples of exempt construction activities
include construction of a single family dwelling, minor repair and mainte-
nance, or minor road improvements. Examples of specific permit exemp-
tions include issuance of business licenses, and some forest practice applica-
tions (Classes I, II, and III). The Legislature has also exempted some spe-
cific activities from the requirements of SEPA (statutory exemptions), such
as water restoration projects under certain conditions.

Categorical exemptions do not apply if the project is a segment of a pro-
posal that includes a series of related actions, some of which are exempt and
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some of which are not; or if it includes a series of exempt actions that
together may have a probable significant adverse environmental impact.
(WAC 197-11-305) Exemptions may also not apply within an area desig-
nated as a critical area.

Categorical Exemptions – Flexible Thresholds

Most categorical exemptions use size criteria to determine if a proposal is
exempt. The SEPA Rules allow cities and counties to raise the exemption
limit for minor new construction to better accommodate the needs in their
jurisdiction. The exemptions may be raised up to the maximum specified
in the SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11-800(1)(c)). For example, cities and coun-
ties may choose to exempt residential developments at any level between 4
and 20 dwelling units. The exemption for commercial buildings can range
between 4,000 to 12,000 square feet. These “flexible thresholds” must be
designated through ordinance or resolution by the city or county. If this
has not been done, the minimum level stands.

The exemption level set by the county or city will also apply when an
agency other than the county or city is lead agency. A state agency or spe-
cial district may need to consult with the county or city to identify the
adopted exemption level for a particular area.

The exemptions for “minor new construction – flexible thresholds” do not
apply if any portion of the proposal involves work on lands covered by
water, if a license is needed for a discharge to air or water, or if a rezone is
required. (WAC 197-11-800(1)(a) and (2))

Categorical Exemptions in Critical Areas

Cities and counties are required to designate critical areas under the Growth
Management Act (GMA). Critical areas are wetlands, aquifer recharge ar-
eas, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, frequently flooded areas,
and geologically hazardous areas. To ensure adequate environmental re-
view of development within these areas, cities and counties may also desig-
nate in their SEPA procedures categorical exemptions that do not apply
within each critical area.  (Refer to WAC 197-11-908 for the list of exemp-
tions that can be eliminated.)

If a project is not categorically exempt because it is located within a critical
area, the environmental review is limited to:

■ Documenting whether the proposal is consistent with the require-
ments of the critical areas ordinance;

■ Evaluating any significant adverse environmental impacts not ad-
equately addressed by the GMA planning documents and devel-
opment regulations; and

■ Preparing a threshold determination, and an EIS if necessary.
(WAC 197-11-908)
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Emergency Exemptions

An emergency exemption can be granted by a lead agency when (1) an
action is needed to avoid an imminent threat to public health or safety,
public or private property, or to prevent serious environmental degrada-
tion; and (2) there is not adequate time to complete SEPA procedures. Poor
planning by the proponent should not constitute an emergency.

County SEPA Policies & Ordinances

Substantive authority and adopted policies/plans

The King County Council has exercised its authority under SEPA to adopt
policies that may be used to exercise SEPA substantive authority (KCC
20.44.080). A wide range of county ordinances have been incorporated,
including the King County Comprehensive Plan adopted pursuant to the
Growth Management Act (KCC 20.12), Zoning Code (KCC Title 21A),
Shoreline Master Plan (KCC Title 25), and Surface Water Runoff Policy
(KCC 9.04).

For development proposals within the urban growth area identified pursu-
ant to the Growth Management Act, the County limits the use of SEPA
substantive authority.  For a specific list of regulations set forth in the County
ordinance, SEPA substantive authority is generally limited to the applica-
tion of those regulations. In cases where specific adverse environmental
impacts are not addressed by the regulations, or where there are unusual
circumstances, site-specific or project-specific mitigation may be imposed
(KCC 20.44.080C.)

For development proposals outside the urban growth area, if there is a de-
termination that existing development regulations will not mitigate the sig-
nificant adverse environmental impacts, additional mitigation consistent
with county, state, or federal law may be required.

Categorical exemptions

Under SEPA and the implementing rules, local governments may increase
the thresholds for some categorical exemptions.  King County has made
the following changes to the categorical exemptions:

■ Up to eight dwelling units, from the minimum of four.

■ Agricultural structures covering up to 30,000 square feet in agri-
cultural zones, or 15,000 square feet in other zones are exempt.
The minimum is 10,000 square feet.

■ Office, school, commercial, and similar types of buildings of up to
12,000 square feet floor area with parking for up to forty cars.
The state minimum is 4,000 square feet and twenty cars.

■ Landfills or excavations of up to 500 cubic yards, except in sensi-
tive areas where the maximum is generally 100 cubic yards.  The
state minimum is 100 cubic yards.
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The SEPA rules allow a local government to determine that some categori-
cal exemptions do not apply within critical areas governed by the GMA.
(WAC 197-11-908).  King County has not exercised this authority.

County SEPA Review Process

Review of private development proposals occurs at the County’s Depart-
ment of Development and Environmental Services (DDES).  This depart-
ment applies the County’s SEPA provisions consistently, and is staffed with
professionals who have a high level of technical expertise and a broad un-
derstanding of the SEPA process.

Through SEPA, King County is responsible for determining the probabil-
ity of the project posing a significant adverse environmental impact based
on the information in the environmental checklist and any additional in-
formation required, reasonably sufficient, to evaluate the environmental
impact of a proposal. Mitigation measures are considered during this pro-
cess to reduce the impact of the proposal so that it does not have an adverse
impact on the environment.

For development proposals that are categorically exempt under SEPA, King
County may still require sensitive area special studies to evaluate the pro-
posal and its impacts on a sensitive area. DDES is authorized by KCC
21A.24.130 to require mitigation to protect sensitive areas and their buffers.

Other County departments act as the lead agency for SEPA compliance
when they “sponsor” a County project.  In addition, other public agencies
outside the County government act as SEPA lead agencies when sponsor-
ing proposals such as school district facilities, water or sewer district projects,
and so forth.

Proposed Enhanced SEPA Review Process
Until King County can update its development regulations to provide en-
hanced protection for and conservation of habitat for salmon and other
fish stocks listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Spe-
cies Act, the County proposes to rely on its authority under SEPA to re-
view and condition project proposals that will have an adverse impact on
the conservation of these listed species.

King County is currently analyzing its existing regulatory authority to de-
termine what changes to its development regulations are needed to im-
prove their ability to assist salmon recovery. With the listing of Puget Sound
chinook, and other salmon species as threatened under the Federal Endan-
gered Species Act (ESA) a new set of permitting challenges emerges. In
order to provide for the orderly and timely issuance of permits and approv-
als within unincorporated King County, the County will evaluate its cur-
rent SEPA process and where deficiencies are identified, provide an en-
hanced review process that will provide a more rigorous science-based re-
view of the potential impacts of development on threatened species and
their habitats.
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The proposed changes and budget request will be transmitted to the County
Council to allow adequate time for legislative analysis and public input. It
is anticipated that with the time needed for Council process and for hiring
and training of staff, implementation of the enhanced SEPA review can
begin in the fourth quarter of 1999.

Concurrently with the development of the Executive’s regulatory changes,
permit application processes and resource needs will be identified and a
proposed supplemental budget request prepared.

The enhanced review process would screen selected development proposals
to identify those that are likely to have an impact on salmonids. A checklist
or questionnaire will probably be used to identify the potential for specific
impacts. The screening process will determine if there is a need for addi-
tional scientific evaluation or studies which will be designed to determine
the level of potential impact of the proposal on listed species and/or critical
habitat.

The County’s existing development regulations will be used to condition
projects. Where the existing development regulations are not sufficient to
mitigate the impacts identified by the studies, additional mitigation to re-
duce the impacts on the species and its habitat will be identified after analy-
sis of the additional studies.

King County will also examine its roles and responsibilities as a lead agency
as well as its process for environmental review of its own projects as a public
works agency to ensure that in its own activities the County minimizes its
impact on salmon habitat. The proposed process and timeline for this pro-
cess is outlined in more detail in Attachment A.
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Attachment A

Proposed Enhanced Review Evaluation Process
February 22, 1999

The Department of Development and Environmental Services (DDES) is
responsible for issuing permits and approvals within unincorporated King
County.

In order to address the listings of salmon under the Endangered Species
Act, the County will conduct an evaluation of its permit review process
and its implementation of SEPA to ensure that projects with a probable
adverse impact on salmon receive appropriate review

The County will undertake the following process to implement this pro-
posal:

■ Identify the impacts that need to be addressed and establish crite-
ria to identify the type of projects that need additional review

■ Develop a list of mitigation options to reduce or eliminate the
adverse impacts

■ Identify interim regulatory changes that need to be made, if any,
to be able to condition or mitigate problematic projects

■ Review the permit process

■ Evaluate Lead Agency Roles & Responsibilities

■ Evaluate Public Project Process

■ Determine county department resource needs

Identify Impacts and Criteria
King County will conduct an analysis, based on available information, to
identify the types of projects that need additional scrutiny until updated
development regulations can be adopted. The analysis will look at such
factors as geographic location, size of a project, nature of a project, and
other relevant factors.

Impacts of Concern

Impacts of concern to salmonids fall into one of three general categories:
1) impacts to the physical environment; 2) impacts to the chemical envi-
ronment; and 3) impacts to the biological environment. (See Table 1) These
general categories encompass the wide range of potential impacts to salmon,
and are appropriate for considering the potential application of SEPA as
an interim approach to compliance with ESA requirements.

Existing King County requirements, particularly the Environmentally Sen-
sitive Areas Ordinance (SAO) and the Surface Water Drainage Manual
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(SWDM), provide a comprehensive level of protection for the County’s
natural resources. Review of current County requirements indicates that
nearly all of the impacts of concern to salmonids are addressed to some
extent by existing County development requirements. The areas of poten-
tial concern relating to ESA compliance (e.g., where additional regulatory
scrutiny may be appropriate) largely fall into one of three areas: Exemp-
tions/variance; mitigation requirements; or monitoring requirements.

1. Exemptions/variances

A number of existing exemptions and/or variances allowed by the SAO
and/or the SWDM  may result in impacts to salmonids. These exemptions/
variances are briefly described in the attached table, along with a general
description of existing regulatory thresholds. Additionally, “emergency” ex-
emptions will be evaluated. As an interim measure, SEPA could be applied
in selected areas to lower existing thresholds when potential impacts to
threatened or endangered species could occur.

2. Mitigation requirements

The SWDM notes: “Compliance with this manual should not be construed
as mitigating all probable and significant stormwater impacts to aquatic
biota in streams or wetlands, and additional mitigation may be required”
(p. 1-15). SEPA could be used to strengthen mitigation requirements when
existing regulations do not completely or comprehensively address mitiga-
tion to protect listed salmonids. The following table summarizes potential
options for mitigation to be explored in greater detail over the next several
months. A list of mitigation measures specifically tied to impacts of con-
cern will be developed over the next few months with input from County
and resource agency staff.

3. Monitoring requirements

SEPA could be used to strengthen post-development monitoring require-
ments, which would help to determine the effectiveness of newly implemented
controls. The SEPA ordinance could be modified or amended to require
performance monitoring of mitigation measures as part of the SEPA process,
or conditions could be imposed requiring performance monitoring.

The County will conduct an analysis of the types of impacts that are of
concern. The types of impacts that may be considered include at least the
following: water temperature, dissolved oxygen, stream flows, turbidity, and
buffer degradation. In addition, there will be a review of the physical com-
ponents of the environment conducive to salmon protection, including chan-
nel structure and morphology.

Develop Criteria

Once the types of impacts are identified, the County will develop a set of
criteria to determine the types of projects which can most effectively be
regulated through SEPA review to provide habitat protection and which
can more effectively be regulated through other means.



56    Addendum

Product: A draft report identifying the impacts of concern and criteria to
determine which types of projects may need additional review based on
the specified impacts. These projects would then be subject to condition-
ing or mitigation based on known information.

Mitigation Options
Based on the impacts identified in the previous Analysis of Impacts and
Criteria, the County will develop a suite of mitigation options or permit
conditions that could be used to address specific impacts and promote
recovery. It is anticipated that this suite of mitigation options will facilitate
permit processing and provide applicants with information in which to
better design their projects prior to application submittal.

Product:  A draft matrix that identifies a suite of mitigation options for
specific impacts on salmonid habitat. An example is provided as Table 1.

Regulatory Changes
Based on an analysis of its existing development regulations and SEPA
processes, amendments to King County codes may be developed to pro-
vide the necessary authority for more stringent review of projects that could
have an adverse impact on salmon. This may include an evaluation of the
County’s categorical exemptions.

Product:  Draft proposed code amendments.

Permit Process
The County will evaluate its project review process and establish revised
project review procedures to ensure that projects with the potential for
impact on salmon receive the appropriate level of review. Based on the
criteria developed to identify projects that may require additional scrutiny,
a project applicant may be required to complete a questionnaire. The ques-
tionnaire will assist the applicant in determining what additional studies
and additional information will be needed.

In its review of projects, the County will consider alternative approaches
for review, such as establishing an interdisciplinary team to assess projects
with a potential for an adverse impact on salmon habitat. The team could
consist of staff experts from different agencies or of staff within a single
agency – most likely DDES.

Product:  A draft report that summarizes the revised permit process from
pre-application to permit issuance and monitoring.
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Lead Agency
Under SEPA and King County’s SEPA procedures, a public agency proposing
to undertake a project may act as the lead agency under SEPA to evaluate the
environmental impacts of the proposal. Public agencies include other govern-
mental entities, such as  school districts, public utility districts, cities, port dis-
tricts, and sewer and water districts.  King County will convene a meeting of
the appropriate public agencies to evaluate the current process and its effective-
ness in protecting against adverse impacts to salmon.

Product:  Draft Report evaluating existing roles, responsibilities and pro-
cesses and recommendations for improvement.

County Projects
King County departments proposing development actions subject to SEPA
act as the lead agency under King County’s procedures. As a result, SEPA
review of county projects is spread throughout a variety of agencies. This
may lead to inconsistency in the level of analysis. King County will evaluate
the process it uses to conduct environmental review of development pro-
posals by County departments and explore ways to ensure that environ-
mental review and conditions imposed on development are consistent with
the need to protect salmon habitat.

Product:  Draft report evaluating existing process for environmental review
of King County-sponsored projects and recommendations to improve the
process, if any, including identification of resource needs and proposed
budget request.

Resource Needs
King County will evaluate is current staff resources and provide either for
adjustments in responsibilities or for hiring additional staff to conduct the
enhanced review. King County also will explore the possibility of using
outside professionals where appropriate.

The costs of the enhanced SEPA review process will partially be recovered
through fees paid by the project applicant.

Product:  Draft proposed Supplemental Budget Request including pro-
posed changes to the Fee Ordinance if required.

Report and Recommendation
All draft reports will be reviewed and a final Executive Report and Recom-
mendation for an Enhanced Review will be prepared and transmitted to
the King County Council for approval.
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